Abstract: The basis of the progressive functioning of the human beings lays in these two fundamental components: the intellect and the affective part. They cannot be separated, but they converge towards the same goal, although they are not in absolute mutual subordination. Extrapolating on the idea of the actor, we can say that the starting point for the artistic creation is represented by thought, imagination and improvisation; all of them accomplished in a systematically designed organization, with the aim of alterity appearing. The character is brought to life through the body of the actor, without being able to tell exactly how much of this is the artist's emotion and how much the character's. Also, the character's emotions cannot guarantee purity, unless we consider the representation of the presence a moment of scenic, but not life-like truth. If we think of Peter Brook's words, "a play is play", the comments will remain open to many possible responses.
multitude of human activities has imagination as a starting point, a psychic process, secondary, related and analogous to thought, mental imaging, combining or image construction, working on the real, possible, future, and aiming at producing the new in the form of reconstructions of intuitive mental pictures, iconic plans or projects; in other words, the aptitude of great importance that stimulates the creative instinct belonging to the human.
By analogy with what we have stated, we admit that even in the process of realizing an artwork, in our case the theatre performance, imagination is the engine of creation. This process dominates stage direction, scenography, lights, music, and last but not least, the actor's work of creating the character. There are two ways of working: from the inside to the outside, and vice versa, that is, using the art of experiencing -the conscious control of the subconscious, or the external technique that aims at finding the psychological gesture of the character or any external element that can be a starting point. No matter what way we choose, we are fully convinced that imagination cannot be suppressed in any way, because it is the first instrument that offers the possibility of going from presence to representation, that is, detaching the character from the condition of the literary text and placing it in the show. I have said the first, not the only one, because with imagination there are many abilities and characteristics. We will bring into discussion the intellect, the one capable of conveying and balancing the entire creative process throughout. The intellect gives the possibility of mastery of the appearance, with the purpose of discovering the new meanings necessary for processing in order to accomplish the scenic tasks. In the case of the actor, intellect and feeling are two elements that do not separate but converge towards the same purpose -the embodiment of truth. Alone, the intellect cannot consecrate the objectivity of nature, for this analytical and cold part subscribes to authentic living; in other words, when imagination is born, intellect is born. Let us not think that these human abilities go only to constructive things, we also have to admit the power of the intellect to suppress spontaneity, and also the force of feeling to influence judgment. We can conclude that establishing a priority, or a hierarchy of the importance of the two components, would be imprudent, as it cannot be decided who, when and how much contributes at one moment or another. In the actor's work, spontaneity is equivalent to the ability to improvise, but this process is also based on the mental mobility of the performer to imagine countless forms of manifestation for the same situation, where, based on the directorial ideas and the message set it up, they choose one that best represents their stage play. At the moment of interpretation, when we divide, we are aware that within us are two: identity -actor (civilian) and alterity -the character created. Interestingly, there is no rupture between the two creation processes, but on the other hand, the interaction is permanent, and the ties have profound depths in words. It is the intellect that imposes a necessary distance between the interpreter and the character, and it establishes the necessity of sensing the character as a unit in a unitary world, so its functions are multiple. Questions may arise: where does the character meet with the civilian, where does the actor stop with their individual data to allow the character's life to be performed, or how can the actor control the character but at the same time their own persona? These aspects cannot be explained, for everybody else. Craftsmanship is learned, but art is not! Acting presents unique difficulties. It depends on the artist's mastery in how they approach the character and how it approaches them, how much they engage in the act of creation, and with how much talent they support their involvement. You either have this talent or not. It does not appear from study, or from perfection or experience, but they all contribute to accomplishment. Because of this, the artist's work is an unpredictable and non-transmissible act, which carries the individual impression of each interpreter, it is unique, authentic and unrepeatable, defined and reinvented by each.
We cannot talk about actors' work just as an exclusive act of imagination, in general. There is a need to discipline the imagination, to move from a simple spontaneous imagination to a studied process, adapted to a stylistic unity and to the norms of aesthetics, but whatever happens, there will always be a certain percentage of autonomy of the imaginative force, which leads us to understand that the symbiosis of the two manifestations does not express the perfect unity (imagination and intellect or reason and living -they work together for the same purpose, but without total reciprocal subordination).
What does inspiration take out imagination? If, from the point of view of psychologists, everything we imagine exists within us, then we also accept the idea that the progress of imagination is limited by the human condition itself. Going deeper, we will pay attention to the experience of presence, that is, the tumultuous life of the human artist, who has the obligation to engage in society precisely in order to experience; a method that will provide the information baggage necessary for later creations. The acquired dowry is stored in the memory of the intellect, forming the memory of the event, and in the affective area, in the form of a memory of the feeling; creation implying both the presence of experiences and situations. It is not to be understood that the artist resorts to a rough copying of personal life situations, but it is a reference point, a point of support in triggering and shaping the character (the character being an entity and a distinct character from the artist). In this way, there is a permanent activity at the level of the intellect the wealth of which will never be exhausted. Opening the artist to everything that could be a source of inspiration will facilitate "the accord of nature with our faculty of knowledge", a concept found in Kant's philosophy that evokes the affinity between nature and self -a relationship not only understood, but also felt, which allows access to the plan of the sentiment. In order to explain certain information transfers from actor to character, we bring into discussion the transformation of the verb "see" (imagination) into "can" (action), more precisely, the ability of the character to move from the stage of the image -to alterity in the form of identity, capturing corporality through the body of the interpreter. Existence is certified by presence through representation; the actor's art exists only to the extent that the interpreter is able to separate it from the interior creation condition in the intimate creation laboratory and to make it known through their own body. It must be stressed that imagination does not disappear throughout the creative process, but reserves the right to appear, to establish a new relationship with the actor, whenever there are times that can alter the perception plan.
The more we try to deepen the dimension offered by the interpretative art, we discover the limitations or constraints of the actions of the human that make them finite. On the one hand, we have an intellect that helps imagination convert the presented reality, precisely to decipher signs in order to deduce them, that is, to make it pass from sign to signified, giving us the possibility to discover meaning, and on the other it limits the personal sovereignty that influences images and expression (the expression involves the world of attitudes, a totally different one from things where deeds can be deciphered and the appearance of being possible). Appearance makes knowledge possible, while expression makes a subject known. Expression reveals what we are and makes the outer face known to the inside, it is the power to convey signs and to express will, to communicate, because the self, if not exteriorized, does not exist. As Peter Brook claimed -the invisible theatre must be made visible; the presence, through the imagination based on the memory of the past, must be immediately revealed by the corporality which attests to the existence of dissimulation, of the desire to deduct with the purpose of acquiring a certain status that is different from the personal one. However, no matter how much we want full knowledge of one's own person, access is an unseen mystery. The revelation of being is uncertain, precisely because of its inner dimension, which is often indescribable. Our insistence on this desideratum only gives us the possibility of new obscure appearances replaced by others that seem clearer to us. Why? Because the secrets of nature are not the same as those of a person. This explains the inexistence of a unique method of teaching acting. We only have the principles and means through which we conscientiously develop and develop certain skills, but an exact method did never exist, it does not exist and will not be. Why? It is precisely because of the enigmas found in the human being, those things that attest to its uniqueness and which belong to the sensory area, an area that cannot be placed in logical concepts. In the actor's art, according to Peter Brook, nothing has precise rules, everything is possible and questionable, "I never believed in a unique truth." When everything is fixed and nothing can change, something invisible begins to die, the author continues.
Trying to fit feeling into concepts is unimaginable for an artist. Emotion, liveliness, feeling bear the sign of equivalence. In the scenic creation, living is not done spontaneously but describes an interior that reveals itself.
Feeling cannot be imagined, we cannot foresee or discover it accurately. In front of it, both imagination and intellect are disarmed, because it takes over the entire image it can have on the object. Scenic reality is not a state or a way of being for the interpreter, but it reveals the character as both reality and depth. The civilian, on the stage, disappears to a certain extent, but not entirely, because it is through it that alterity can be accomplished. The difference between actor and character, during interpretation, is made by situations and feelings that reveal interiority. When we refer to the sensory, we can argue the discussion of feelings from several points of view. For an actor, openness, freedom of expression, and liveliness of appearance are important, demonstrating that the shift from representation to feeling cannot be dialectical, because you cannot teach someone things that come from it. Living is the result of thought, it is the ability to empathize with otherness and to express, through personal emotions, other states that are not yours (in everyday life everything is organic and happens independently of the will of the person, but, on stage, the actor laughs and laments as a result of previously known situations, situations that do not belong to him personally). The states of the performer must be clearly delimited by those of the character. The feeling of otherness distances and even transcends the presence of the actor towards depths based on the spontaneity of consciousness, that imagination that builds an action, an event or a story, and offers openness to the scenic truth. From the point of view of philosopher Mikel Dufrenne, feeling is not the same as emotion. It occurs as a result of a meditation, a reflection that confirms representation for presence, being equivalent to the immediate presence, indicating a lack of genuine feeling, because at each moment a new one is required. We can complete the absence of the present, being replaced by the present, because the size of the moment seems unacceptable. Thus, the feeling that concludes the perception cannot be emotion, but knowledge or fear (argument -emotion is not the sense of horror, when it was perceived as a character of the present world, nor is it the feeling of comic laughter).
Actors' actions are starting points for an emotion-triggering knowledge. The effect, says Mikel Dufrenne, is not thought or action, but feeling, which implies a certain sensibility or a particular predisposition, a kind of being, a deliberate sense of the artist, quite difficult to concretize. If aesthetics implies a purity of sentiment that the artistic world cannot deepen to pure emotion, then it has a noetic function -it reveals a world, while emotion commented upon a world already given, that is, feeling is part of representation, when emotion gives consistency to the representation and propels it to the ideal of absolute art. According to Dufrenne, in the artistic performance, the spectator does not need to be cheerful as if they were in the represented world, it is enough to have the sense of comic, to laugh, a laughing of knowledge, not of surprise. Purity of sentiment implies welcoming power, sensitivity to a world, and the ability to navigate it. Thus, the author stands out from the concept of pure emotion in the actor's art because they do not think the interpreter is capable of such a thing. If we look at things from the point of view of the coexistence of the artist with the character, we can admit that there is a change of emotion. No one can show how much the emotion of the character is, and how much the actor's. Since everything is accomplished by the artist's abilities and alterity is not something distinct and totally distant from the performer, we can admit the difference between feeling and emotion, because emotion is born after a feeling. 
